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For: 



OPTIMIZING THE EXECUTION OF MEDIA 
PROCESSING ROUTINES USING A LIST OF 
ROUTINE IDENTIFIERS 



REMARKS FOR PRE- APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 



Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Sir: 



In response to the Office Action dated 8/30/2007, please consider the followings remarks. 
I. Rejection to Claims 1, 2, 23, 26-29, 31-35, 45-47, and 49 under §103(a) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1, 2, 23, 27-29, 31-35, 46, 47, and 49 under 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Karlov in view of Joshi. The Examiner also rejected claims 26 and 45 
under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Karlov in view of Emberling. Claims 2 and 23 are dependent 
on claim 1. Claims 26-29, 31-35, 45-47, and 49 were rejected along the same rationale as claim 1. 

Appellants respectfully submit that the combination of Karlov and Joshi does not render claim 1 
unpatentable for at least the following two reasons. First, Appellants respectfully submit that the 
combination of Karlov and Joshi does not disclose, teach, or even suggest routines that process a band 
retrieved from a particular cache to produce output data stored to the same particular cache. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner cited column 12, lines 27-37 of Karlov to identify the Karlov 
bands as a set of pixels. See also, Karlov column 12, lines 21-22 ("blocks comprising a 'band' of 
pixels"). However, the Office Action then cites column 12, lines 1-26 of Karlov to identify processing 
routines that retrieve and process individual pixels and not bands as recited in claim 1. Specifically, the 
Office Action on page 6 states that "[s]ince the CPU 21' processed pixel BA differently from pixel BB, 
the processing for pixel BB is considered to be one image processing routine, and the processing for 
pixel BB is considered to be another image processing routine" (emphasis added). 

Appellants further submit that if a single pixel represents a band then Karlov does not disclose, 
teach, or even suggest determining a size of a band based on the size of the particular cache as the size of 
the one pixel band would be determined irrespective of the size of the cache. Therefore, Appellants 
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respectfully submit that Karlov does not disclose, teach, or even suggest processing routines that retrieve 
a band from a particular cache to produce output data stored to the same particular cache. 

Second, Appellants respectfully submit that the combination of Karlov and Joshi does not 
disclose, teach, or even suggest executing the set of at least two routines in at least two passes where a 
pass includes each routine in the set of at least two routines . Routines as identified in the Office Action 
include (1) caching a pixel from the L2 cache to the WC cache without a write to the frame buffer and (2) 
caching a pixel from the L2 cache to the WC cache with a write to the frame buffer. See, Office Action, 
page 6; See also, Karlov column 12, lines 19-26. Appellants respectfully submit that a pass as specified 
in Karlov cannot perform each routine in the set of at least two routines , but only a single routine as the 
caching without a write and the caching with a write are mutually exclusive routines. Accordingly, 
Appellants respectfully submit that Karlov does not disclose, teach, or even suggest executing the set of 
at least two routines in at least two passes where a pass includes each routine in the set of at least two 
routines . 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Appellants respectfully submit that Karlov does not render 
claim 1 invalid. Given that claims 2 and 23 are dependent on claim 1, and given that claims 26-29, 31-35, 
45-47, and 49 were rejected along the same rationale as claim 1 , Appellants respectfully submit that these 
claims be allowable over the cited reference for at least the same reasons provided above for claim 1. 

II. Rejection to Claims 4-6, 8-9, and 24-25 under §103(a) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 4-6, 8-9, and 24-25 under § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Karlov in view of Brown, further in view of Emer. Claims 5-6, 8-9, and 24-25 are 
directly or indirectly dependent on claim 4. 

Appellants respectfully submit that the combination of Karlov, Brown, and Emer does not 
disclose, teach, or even suggest modifying the initial list of routine identifiers to indicate the grouping of 
at least two routine identifiers. The Office Action cites column 9, lines 21-28 of Brown to suggest such a 
limitation through the inclusion of conditional branching instructions. However, Appellants respectfully 
submit that simply adding conditional branching instructions without satisfying the condition does not 
result in a grouping of instructions. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully submit that Karlov, Brown, 
Emer, or their piecemeal hindsight combination, does not disclose, teach, or even suggest modifying the 
initial list of routine identifiers to indicate the grouping of at least two routine identifiers. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Appellants respectfully submit that the cited references do not 
render claim 4 invalid. Given that claims 5-6, 8-9, and 24-25 are dependent on claim 4, Appellants 
respectfully submit that these claims be allowable over the cited references for at least the same reasons 
that were provided above for claim 4. 
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III. Rejection to Claims 10-13 and 37-40 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 10-12 and 37-39 under § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brown in view of Emer and claims 13 and 40 further in view of Dawson. Claims 11-13 
are directly or indirectly dependent on claim 10. 

Appellants respectfully submit that the combination of Brown and Emer does not render claim 10 
unpatentable for at least the following two reasons. First, Appellants respectfully submit that Brown, 
Emer, or their piecemeal hindsight combination does not disclose, teach, or even suggest determining a 
single routine identifier that identifies a single routine capable of performing each routine in a set of at 
least two routines. The Office Action cites column 4, lines 1-10 and lines 16-17 of Emer to suggest such 
a limitation. Specifically, page 4 of the Office Action states that: 

each instruction is provided with a unique instruction identifier . The result of each of the fetches 
is merged before the instructions are executed. The instructions are combined into a single instruction 
queue . Therefore... a single routine identifier identifies the routines in the initial list of routine 
identifiers... (emphasis added). 

Appellants respectfully submit that the Office Action does not cite to a single routine identifier . 
Instead, the Office Action cites to a single instruction queue . Moreover, the Office Action's citing of the 
queue as a routine identifier is incongruent with the Office Action's earlier citing to the unique 
instruction identifiers of Emer as routine identifiers of the initial list of routine identifiers. The Office 
Action is using two different objects to represent routine identifiers, whereas claim 10 only utilizes 
routine identifiers to identify the routines in the initial list and to identify the single routine identifier that 
identifies a single routine capable of performing each routine in a set of at least two routines. 
Accordingly, Appellants respectfully submit that Brown, Emer, or their piecemeal hindsight combination 
does not disclose, teach, or even suggest determining a single routine identifier that identifies a single 
routine capable of performing each routine in a set of at least two routines. 

Second, Appellants respectfully submit that the combination of Brown and Emer teaches away 
from a routine identifier for identifying a routine that includes a plurality of instructions . The Office 
Action cites column 12, lines 15-17 of Brown to identify programming subroutines that include a 
plurality of instructions. The Office Action then cites the instruction identifiers of Emer to suggest that 
the combination of the Brown subroutines with the instruction identifiers of Emer would suggest a 
routine identifier for identifying a routine that includes a plurality of instructions. However, Appellants 
respectfully submit that the instruction identifiers of Emer are particular to single instructions only, " each 
instruction is provided with a unique instruction identifier." See, Emer column 4, lines 16- 17 (emphasis 
added). Therefore, Emer teaches away from an instruction identifier that identifies a routine that includes 
a plurality of instructions. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Appellants respectfully submit that Brown, Emer, or their 
piecemeal hindsight combination does not render claim 10 invalid. Given that claims 11-13 are 
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dependent on claim 10 and given that claims 37-40 were rejected along the same rationale as claim 10, 
Appellants respectfully submit that these claims be allowable over the cited reference for at least the 
same reasons that were provided above for claim 10. 

IV. Rejection to Claims 14-22, 41-44, and 50-51 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 14, 20, 41, and 50-51 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Recker in view of Emer. The Examiner also rejected claims 15-19, 22, and 
42-44 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Recker and Emer in view of Ngai. The Examiner also 
rejected claim 21 under § 103(a) over Recker and Emer in view of Dawson. Claims 15-22 are directly or 
indirectly dependent on claim 14. 

Appellants respectfully submit that Recker, Emer, or their piecemeal hindsight combination, does 
not disclose, teach, or even suggest modifying the list of routine identifiers to include the sendable 
routine identifier . The Office Action cites column 4, lines 1-10 of Emer to suggest such a limitation. The 
cited lines recite selecting "from among the eight program counters 22 to provide at least one address" 
and an "out-of-order execution processor 1 1 to fetch up to eight instructions per cycle from the 
Instruction cache 24." Appellants respectfully submit that the cited lines do not disclose, teach, or even 
suggest modifying any lists to include a sendable routine identifier. If a sendable routine identifier is 
cited elsewhere in the reference, Appellants respectfully request the Examiner provide citations to such 
locations within the reference. 

Moreover, the Office Action on page 5 states: 

Claim 14 does not recite that the sendable routine identifier must be a new instruction that is not 
already in the initial list of identifiers... [a] rearranged order of the fetched instruction includes the 
sendable routine identifier since this rearranged order... is sent to be executed. 

Appellant's respectfully submit that the Office Action's understanding of "to include a sendable 
routine identifier" as only a rearrangement existing routine identifiers within the initial list of routine 
identifiers is inconsistent with MPEP §2111. MPEP §2111 requires the Examiner to determine "the 
scope of claims in patent applications not solely on the basis of the claim language, but upon giving 
claims their broadest reasonable construction 'in light of the specification as it would be interpreted by 
one of ordinary skill in the art.'" In re Am. Acad. ofSci. Tech. Ctr., 367 F.3d 1359, 1364 (Fed. Cir. 2004). 
Including a sendable routine identifier is clearly stated within the specification as introducing a new 
routine identifier into the initial list of routine identifiers. Even in the ordinary understanding of the terms 
"modifying. . . to include," one of ordinary skill in the art would understand the terms to entail inserting a 
new identifier in a list that previously did not include the inserted identifier. As the cited lines do not 
disclose modifying the list of routine identifiers to include the sendable routine identifier . Appellants 
respectfully submit that the references do not disclose the limitations of claim 14. 
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Moreover, if modifying the list to include the sendable routine identifier means only rearranging 
existing routine identifiers as the Office Action suggests, then both the first and second processors would 
execute the routine associated with the sendable routine identifier. As such, Appellants respectfully 
submit that this characterization of claim 14 is not a reasonable interpretation that is consistent with an 
interpretation reachable by one skilled in the art. In re Cortright, 165 F.3d 1353, 1359, 49 USPQ2d 1464, 
1468 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Accordingly, Appellants respectfully submit that Recker, Emer, or their piecemeal 
hindsight combination, does not disclose, teach, or even suggest modifying the list of routine identifiers 
to include the sendable routine identifier . 

In view of the foregoing remarks. Appellants respectfully submit that the cited references do not 
render claim 14 invalid. Given that claims 15-22 and 50-51 are dependent on claim 14 and given that 
claims 41-44 are rejected along the same rationale as claim 14, Appellants respectfully submit that these 
claims be allowable over the cited references for at least the same reasons provided above for claim 14. 

V. Allowable Claims 3, 7, 30, 36 and 48 

In the Office Action, the Examiner objected to claims 3, 7, 30, 36 and 48 as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim. The Examiner stated that claims 3, 7, 30, 36 and 48 were otherwise allowable 
if rewritten in independent form. Appellants respectfully have not rewritten any of these claims in 
independent form since Appellants respectfully believe that the rejected independent claims are 
patentable over the cited references. In view of the foregoing, Appellants respectfully request 
reconsideration of allowable dependent claims 3, 7, 30, 36, and 48. 

Respectfully submitted, 
ADELI & TOLLEN LLP 

Dated: November 30, 2007 /Mani Adeli/ 

Mani Adeli 

Adeli & Tollen LLP Reg. No. 39,585 

1875 Century Park East, Suite 1360 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Phone: (310)785-0140x301 
Fax: (310) 785-9558 
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